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Abstract  
This study proposes a model for co-creation behaviour in online social networks, grounded in Service-
Dominant (S-D) Logic and informed by the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) model. Current 
attempts to conceptualise factors for characterising the customer value co-creation behaviour fall short 
in that they have not adequately explored the environmental and cognitive factors towards an effective 
co-creation behaviour in actor-to-actor (A2A) service ecosystems. This research identifies critical 
factors related to value co-creation behaviour on co-created services delivered through service-
oriented social networks (SOSNs). The study reviews the extant co-creation-related articles published 
from 2002 to 2015, with a focus on important environmental and cognitive factors in the S-D logic. A 
conceptual model is presented that comprises of environmental factors (Network Structure, Service 
Platform Capabilities, Roles and Social Influence), customer value perception (cognitive, social and 
personal integrative and hedonic values) and value co-creation behaviour (Participation and 
Citizenship Behaviour). The model provides a scale for validation of co-creation behaviour based on 
the identified behavioural and cognitive characteristics. It might be used as a tool for the development 
of the future business models and the design of future architectures of participation on different utility 
platforms helping practitioners to develop a better understanding of customer behaviour on SOSNs. 1 
Keywords: social network, customer participation, value co-creation, service ecosystems, S-D logic. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
Social network-based service delivery systems are becoming an integral part of service ecosystems with 
the aim of encouraging people to engage in value co-creation. More and more online platforms are using 
customers’ collective intelligence to leverage customer skills, ideas and knowledge for self-service 
value creation (e.g. PatientsLikeMe, Stack Exchange) or service transaction and delivery (AirBnB, 
Uber). These platforms are transforming the divide traditionally present between consumers and 
providers by engaging consumer in the process of co-creation and co-delivery (which has 
conventionally been controlled by providers) by utilizing interactions and customer connections 
through social networks. The extension of service delivery through user communities has profound yet 
insufficiently understood implications for businesses and communities, seen through emerging 
affordances of sharing economy applications. Hence, it is critical to investigate service-oriented social 
networks (SOSNs) and specifically the impact of customer engagement in these communities to better 
understand value co-creation behaviour. 
One of the main concepts of S-D logic is that the customer is always the co-creator of value (Payne, 
Storbacka, & Frow 2008; Vargo & Lusch 2008). Customers actively collaborate with firms or other 
customers using their skills and knowledge to improve new product development (O'Hern & 
Rindfleisch 2010; Zhang, Lu, Wang, & Wu 2015), service offering (Vargo & Lusch 2004) and customer 
experience (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004; Rowley, Kupiec-Teahan, & Leeming 2007; Svensson & 
Grönroos 2008). Value is always created as customers interact to integrate resources by way of 
knowledge , skills and tangible artefacts (Robert F Lusch & Vargo 2006). Since customers are the active 
player in the co-creation process, it is critical to focus on the behaviour they exhibit (Xie, Bagozzi, & 
Troye 2008). 
Customer value co-creation comprises of two types of behaviour introduced by Yi and Gong (2008). 
Firstly, Customer Participation Behaviour (CPB) refers to customer engagement in the development of 
service/product that is necessary for useful value co-creation and completion of service delivery (in-
role behaviour). Secondly, Customer Citizenship Behaviour (CCB) that is a voluntary (extra-role) 
behaviour where customers provide extra value to the firm by giving feedback and helping others (Yi 
& Gong 2013; Yi, Nataraajan, & Gong 2011). However, Romero and Molina (2011) argue that value 
co-creation behaviour relates to customer’s involvement in: new product design and development; 
mass-customization; customer feedback; value and knowledge influenced by individual experiences; 
and open community ideation. Frow, Payne, and Storbacka (2011) and Alexander (2012) describe 
different styles of value co-creation as co-conception, co-promotion, co-pricing, co-disposal, 
presumption and co-production. Following the idea of Yi and Gong (2013), we consider value co-
creation behaviour as two types of activities. Firstly, Customer Participation Behaviour that includes 
major activities such as co-production, co-design and co-delivery in which Customer use their skills 
and knowledge to develop a service or product. Secondly, Customer Citizenship Behaviour in which 
customers engage in the supportive activities such as feedback and advocacy.  
Regarding value co-creation behaviour, Shamim and Ghazali (2014) identified experimental value and 
social influences as two dimensions that affect developing Customer Participation Behaviour and 
Customer Citizenship Behaviour (introduced by Yi and Gong (2013)) in retail. Neghina, Caniëls, 
Bloemer, and van Birgelen (2014) conceptualized value co-creation by determining its six dimensions 
(individuating, relating, empowering, ethical, developmental, and concerted joint actions) and nine 
antecedents (labelled as communicating, relating, and knowing factors). Tommasetti, Troisi, and Vesci 
(2015) identified eight dimensions for value co-creation behaviour that each can be divided to sub-
dimensions: cerebral activities, cooperation, searching and sorting information, changing habits, co-
production, co-learning and connecting. Zhang et al. (2015) investigated how to improve customer co-
creation experiences on social media sites that consequently has impact on their intention for future 
participation. The results showed that the customer’s future participation in product marketing is 
influenced by co-creation experiences (learning value, social integrative value and hedonic value) and 
environmental stimulus (perceived task relevant and affection-relevant cues).  
This paper contributes conceptually to the literature in two important ways. Firstly, we consider factors 
that affect customer engagement for value co-creation considering both the co-production and co-
delivery phases (i.e. CPB) as well as the supportive phase (i.e. CCB). In contrast, prior studies have 
focused on these phases in isolation without consideration of their mutual influences. For example, co-
production and co-delivery studies include Hoyer, Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, and Singh (2010) and 
FüLler, MüHlbacher, Matzler, and Jawecki (2009) while the support phase study includes Yi and Gong 
(2013). Although current studies have examined value co-creation behaviour, no work has been 
conducted to investigate and categorize the environmental and cognitive factors underlying Customer 
Participation and Citizenship Behaviour in the service co-creation process context from the S-D logic 
perspective.  
This paper is structured as follows. In the section 2 we discuss the theoretical foundation of the paper. 
Section 3 discusses an extensive literature review and the proposed conceptual model of customer value 
co-creation behaviour addressing key environmental and cognitive factors influencing customer’s 
engagement. In section 4 we conclude the paper with a summary of its findings and contributions and 
we describe future work stemming from this. 
2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 
 
The aim of this research is to investigate the following research question: “what factors are influential 
toward the value co-creation behaviour within SOSNs?” To achieve this aim we used the literature to 
find the main concepts in the service ecosystem domain and S_D logic specifically and connect them 
in a conceptual model constructed on Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) Model (Mehrabian & 
Russell 1974) and Uses and Gratification theory (U&G) (Luo 2002). The keywords of  co-creation 
behaviour, customer value co-creation, participation in co-creation and value co-creation activities 
were used to search co-creation related articles published in the academic conferences and journals such 
as “Elsevier”, “Scopus” and electronic Library (AISeL). The identified papers have been read 
thoroughly and including papers (N= 35) were selected based on their relevance to the co-creation 
behaviour or participation in co-creation activities. To identify additional articles, in the bibliographies 
of relevant publications were reviewed. By analysing the literature, we investigate important concepts 
in service ecosystem that are significant in co-creation activities to take place. Our model draws on 
A2A network, role of customer, resource integration and value as fundamental concepts in co-creation 
literature and also includes other relevant factors, such as social influence, that are significant in co-
creation networks. We then define relationships between the identified concepts and present these in a 
conceptual model which comprises environmental (stimuli), cognitive (organism) and behaviour cues. 
We apply S-O-R model for three reasons. First, this model is appropriate to focus on different 
dimensions that stimulate consumers to co-creating value, which is important to be able to enrich 
engagement in co-creation activities. The model helps us to better understand value co-creation 
behaviour through the effects of environmental factors in the service ecosystem and cognitive 
perspectives of customers. Second, although this model has been used in the online shopping 
environment (e.g. Jiang, Chan, Tan, and Chua (2010)), no research has being considered this model to 
understand the environmental attributes which are related to user Participation and Citizenship 
Behaviour in service ecosystem. Third, the identified environmental and cognitive factors from this 
study help the design and interactivity of the social networks in order to improve co-creation 
engagement approaches.   
3. A CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF VALUE CO-CREATION 
The literature review identified five main concepts as being significant in co-creation activities within 
the service ecosystem that can be categorised as environmental and cognitive factors (Table 1). 
Accordingly, we investigate whether environmental factors affecting customers’ perceived value are 
influential in customers’ Participation and Citizenship Behaviour. The derived conceptual model is 
represented in figure 1 (page 7). 
 
Table 1.            Environmental and cognitive factors from service ecosystem and co-creation.  
literature. 
Major concepts in 
service ecosystem 
Resources 
E
n
v
iro
n
m
en
tal 
Network structure 
e.g. Edvardsson, Tronvoll, and Gruber (2011); Kane, Alavi, Labianca, and 
Borgatti (2014); Robert F. Lusch and Nambisan (2015); Robert F Lusch, Vargo, 
and Tanniru (2010); Romero and Molina (2011). 
Service platform 
capabilities 
e.g. Füller and Matzler (2007); FüLler et al. (2009); Kohler, Fueller, Matzler, and 
Stieger (2011a); Robert F. Lusch and Nambisan (2015); Ramaswamy (2006); 
Romero and Molina (2009, 2011). 
Roles 
e.g. Edvardsson et al. (2011); FüLler et al. (2009); Hoyer et al. (2010); Satish 
Nambisan (2002); Satish Nambisan and Baron (2009); Romero and Molina 
(2011); Vargo and Lusch (2008); Zwass (2010). 
Social influence e.g. Robert F. Lusch and Nambisan (2015); Shamim and Ghazali (2014). 
C
o
g
n
itiv
e 
Value 
e.g. Edvardsson et al. (2011); Hoyer et al. (2010); Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch 
(1999); Lorenzo-Romero, Constantinides, and Brünink (2014); Satish Nambisan 
and Nambisan (2008); S. Nambisan and R.A (2007); Ramaswamy (2008); Zhang 
et al. (2015). 
     
3.1          Environmental Factors in Co-creation  
We consider SOSNs (i.e. service ecosystems) as an A2A connected network in which social and 
economic actors (or users) are connected by mutual value creation through service exchange and 
interactions (Robert F. Lusch & Nambisan 2015; Robert F Lusch et al. 2010). For generality, we use 
the term user that encompasses customer, to recognise the additional scope of activity and to consider 
the new form of users in SOSNs that involve co-creation activities beyond service or product 
consumption. Each service ecosystem is comprised of three different aspects that lead the community 
toward service exchange and co-creation behaviour: environmental characteristics, platform 
characteristics and value exchange (Robert F. Lusch & Nambisan 2015). We follow the overall view of 
Robert F. Lusch and Nambisan (2015), regarding how service innovation (that includes co-creation) 
happens in the network environment. They believe users act within a structure of social rules and 
collective meanings that enable them to create and recreate structures and provide value for themselves 
and others. Co-creation behaviour occurs as users track better density and service platform 
characteristics which become critical to help value/service exchange happen. Hence, the co-created 
value extracted from the delivered service is highly influenced by the characteristics of the SOSN 
environment.  
3.1.1       Network Structure 
Structure of network is the way social and economic actors are connected to each other within the 
network. Users create the structure with others based on the shared competences, relationships, and 
information resources (Vargo & Lusch 2004, 2008) and, as such, the expected value propositions build 
their connections (Robert F. Lusch & Nambisan 2015). The type of connectivity (proximities, relations, 
interactions, flows) and ties characteristics (degree, affect, strength, symmetry) that forms the structure, 
affect network formation, with implications for platform’s design and consequently influence the 
behaviour and dynamic of network (Kane et al. 2014). Robert F. Lusch and Nambisan (2015) explain 
the importance of structure of users and digital infrastructure within the service ecosystem by 
considering different ways of organizing users to reach innovation opportunities (structural flexibility) 
and they also address understanding and designing the nature of ties or relationships that influence 
diverse users to engage in a network (structural integrity) and the importance of structure of participants 
that shows how shared rules and institutional logics of a system cause users to engage in a service 
exchange. This implies the reality that individuals within the system are influenced by the structure 
which carries rules and resources and leads to interaction and service provision among provider and 
customer (Edvardsson et al. 2011).  
The structure of social network which results from different interaction ties are the primary source of 
benefit in the network (Kane et al. 2014). In a service co-creation, system interactions are built based 
on the finding of the proper resources, improving the value of connecting users to others which represent 
importance of structural integrity or connectivity of nodes in the system (Robert F. Lusch & Nambisan 
2015). Indeed, user’s interactions in value co-creation is an important source of value (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy 2002) and value propositions should emerge from the space of this interaction (Romero 
& Molina 2011). Edvardsson et al. (2011) argue that users’ value perception is dependent on user’s 
position within the social context which is itself influenced by the size of the network. Also, users’ 
value perception dimensions -learning, social integrative and hedonic- are influenced by the extent of 
their interactivity in the network (Edvardsson et al. 2011). Thus: 
Hypothesis 1: The environmental factor Network Structure contributes to Participation and Citizenship 
Behaviour by affecting user value perception, which eventually leads to co-creating value. 
3.1.2      Service Platform Capabilities  
Service platforms act as a mediator among networked parties (Barros et al. 2000) to find an appropriate 
resource match and to exchange/deliver the service. Robert F. Lusch and Nambisan (2015) define a 
service platform as a modular structure that facilitates the interaction of users and resources. Other 
scholars believe that the technological tools (including service platforms) facilitate information 
exchange (Burgoon et al. 1999; Meyronin 2004), enhance overall communications (Barnes, Hinton, & 
Mieczkowska 2005) and lead to co-creation by facilitating interactions among users (Grace, Finnegan, 
& Butler 2008). The nature of service platform that is provided for interaction directly affects the service 
innovation process (Robert F. Lusch & Nambisan 2015), including co-creation.  
The co-creation platform itself must be aligned with users’ expectations and value perception. An 
effective interaction tool must provide functions that allow product understanding, articulate their ideas 
and enhance consumers’ creative articulation and enable users to actively engage in virtual co-creation 
(FüLler et al. 2009). Designers need to develop features of the service platform that fulfil user 
informational goals, avatar-to-avatar/avatar-to-company interactions, easy to use interface, and 
entertaining activities to encourage the acquisition of domain knowledge, sociability, usability and 
hedonic dimensions, respectively (Kohler et al. 2011a; Kohler, Matzler, & Füller 2009). Features aimed 
at improving the user’s feeling of empowerment results in their increased involvement and enjoyment 
of the community by providing a sense of control and self-determination (FüLler et al. 2009). Control 
over the design of platform and how to implement the characteristics of nodes and ties can homogenize 
user behaviour on the service platform and influence the formation and outcome of the networks (Kane 
et al. 2014).  For example, the relational ties in Facebook is characterised as “friends” in which the 
connection is made by one sided requests. However, in Twitter ties embodied by “followers,” in which 
both parties in the relationship must confirm the tie (Kane et al. 2014). Clearly, selecting and designing 
appropriate interaction tools is essential for successful co-creation projects  and to inspire and stimulate 
co-creators (FüLler et al. 2009; Kohler et al. 2011a).The  environment should be authentic in a way that 
co-creators feel as if they are participating in something which is real (Kohler et al. 2011a).  Thus: 
Hypothesis 2: The environmental factor Platform Capabilities contributes to the Participation and 
Citizenship Behaviour by affecting user value perception which eventually leads to co-creating value. 
3.1.3     Roles 
In co-creation users deliver the service and co-create the value. The role of user refers to “socially 
defined expectations of individuals’ behaviours, in particular, social positions” (Edvardsson et al. 2011). 
According to S-D logic, all economic and social users adopt the role of resource integrators (Vargo & 
Lusch 2008) rather than the individual user. Value is co-created during interactions between providers 
and beneficiaries through the integration of resources and the application of competencies (Vargo & 
Lusch 2008).  SOSN’s often have pre-defined roles built directly into their service delivery model e.g. 
Uber driver, Uber traveller or in PatientsLikeMe they can act as patient, caregiver, clinician and 
researcher. 
Users vary in their capability and interest in participating in the co-creation activities (Hoyer et al. 
2010). Researchers categorized co-creator roles into innovators (Hoyer et al. 2010; Romero & Molina 
2011), lead users (FüLler et al. 2009; Hoyer et al. 2010; Romero & Molina 2011), emergent consumers 
(Hoyer et al. 2010), market mavens (Hoyer et al. 2010) and co-designer (Romero & Molina 2011). As 
such, market mavens have high level of information about products/service and market. They help to 
the spread of reputation and support others by sharing experiences (Romero & Molina 2011) which 
represent the sociability capability and their tendency to Citizenship Behaviour. Co-designers exhibit 
Participation Behaviour by engaging in both front-end (idea generation) and back-end (design and 
testing) of product development (Satish Nambisan 2002).  
Co-creators’ engagement in co-creation activities depends largely on their expectations and perceived 
motivations. Hoyer et al. (2010) discuss that co-creators are motivated by financial rewards directly by 
monetary prizes or indirectly by intellectual property that they may receive. However, they may instead 
expect social benefits from the title, status and social esteem, good citizenship such as “top 100 reviewer 
in Amazon” (Hoyer et al. 2010; Satish Nambisan & Baron 2009). Co-creators may also expect to gain 
knowledge about the product/service or environment which is related to their cognitive benefits of 
information acquisition (Hoyer et al. 2010; Satish Nambisan & Baron 2009). They may desire to 
enhance their sense of self-improvement and enjoyment (FüLler et al. 2009). Thus: 
Hypothesis 3: The environmental factor Role of users contributes to the Participation and Citizenship 
Behaviour through affecting user value perception which eventually leads to co-creating value. 
3.1.4   Social Influence 
Social influence is recognised as a way to determine behaviours in social networks (Anagnostopoulos, 
Kumar, & Mahdian 2008), as a strong factor to motivate human behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein 1980) 
and as a main factor in adoption of information technology (Li 2011). Social influence in social 
networks cause the epidemic distribution of ideas, modes of behaviour, or new technologies 
(Anagnostopoulos et al. 2008). Similarly, in the SOSNs social influence causes users form “mental 
models” of each other’s behaviours that eventually become habituated into reciprocal roles that they 
play in relation to each other (Edvardsson et al. 2011). Therefore, within a SOSN user can impact others 
both directly and indirectly, through specific interpersonal encounters and by being part of the same 
environment (Giuffre 2013; Huang, Lin, & Wen 2010).  
The result of studies on impact of social influence on participation in virtual communities (VCs) have 
shown that internalization (group norm) and identification (social identity) are significant predictors of 
participation in VCs, whereas compliance (subjective norm) was not significant enough (Bagozzi & 
Dholakia 2002; Tsai & Bagozzi 2014). However, Li (2011) found that internalization is weaker than 
identification and compliance and social influence affects intention directly through the compliance 
process. Although the existence of social influence in VCs is confirmed, the importance of social 
influence in co-creation process has not been investigated enough. Yet, Shamim and Ghazali (2014) 
found social influence as moderating function in the relationship of experimental value and value co-
creation behaviour. The literature emphasizes on the importance of social influence on user value 
perception and consequently on their Participation and Citizenship Behaviour. Thus: 
Hypothesis 4: The environmental factor Social Influence contributes to the user’s Participation and 
Citizenship Behaviour by affecting user value perception, which eventually leads to co-creating value. 
3.2          User Value Perception 
User value perception shows users’ beliefs and expectation related to the potential value that will derive 
from their participation. User’s value perceptions of higher level of benefits increase the level of their 
engagement and improve level of interactivity (Damkuviene, Tijunaitiene, Petukiene, & Bersenaite 
2012). In co-creation, value is considered as providing either financial or non-financial, extrinsic or 
intrinsic benefits (Hassan & Toland 2013) and utilitarian or hedonic benefits (Hassan & Toland 2013; 
Tuunanen, Myers, & Cassab 2010). However, Spiteri and Dion (2004) define value as the proper 
combination of quality, service and cost. Indeed, in co-creation activities value can be any perceived or 
actual benefits from service for the user (Durugbo & Pawar 2014; Lorenzo-Romero et al. 2014; Shamim 
& Ghazali 2014).  
Following the Uses and Gratifications (U&G) theory, value is categorised into cognitive, hedonic, social 
and personal integrative beliefs that reflect the nature of benefits users expect to gain from their 
participation in VCs (Satish Nambisan & Baron 2009; S. Nambisan & R.A 2007). Cognitive value 
refers to the desire to gain knowledge about the product/service, underlying technologies and usage 
(Hoyer et al. 2010; Satish Nambisan & Baron 2009) and the perception of the quality of the information 
acquisition process (Kohler, Fueller, Matzler, & Stieger 2011b). The greater involvement of users, the 
higher the value of such product related learning (S. Nambisan & R.A 2007). Social integrative benefits 
are related to strengthening relationships with others while personal integrative benefits are related to 
the credibility, status, and self-efficacy of the users (Katz et al. 1999; Kohler et al. 2011b). Social 
benefits of co-creation results in the increase of status, social esteem, ‘‘good citizenship’’, strengthen 
the bond with relevant others and increase sense of belonging and social identity (Hoyer et al. 2010; 
Kollock 1999; Satish Nambisan & Baron 2009). Also, co-creators intend to enhance intrinsic value and 
sense of self-expression and pride which is related to their personal integrity (Etgar 2008). Hedonic 
benefits are related to the aesthetic or pleasurable experiences (Katz et al. 1999; Kohler et al. 2011b). 
In the online co-creation, participants’ interactions can be mentally stimulating, entertaining, and a 
source of pleasure or enjoyment (Satish Nambisan & Nambisan 2008). Based on Kohler et al. (2011b) 
considering nurture of playfulness, providing challenging tasks in the design of platform are significant 
at influencing users’ perceived hedonic value and lead to increased participation in co-creation 
activities. Researchers have found that the user  cognitive value, social and personal integrative value 
and hedonic value predict future participation, (Zhang et al. 2015), leads to continued participation and 
higher actual participation (Satish Nambisan & Baron 2009; S. Nambisan & R.A 2007).  Kohler et al. 
(2011b) emphasised on the significant role of these four types of value on design component to stimulate 
co-creators.  
Following the previous findings, we hypothesis that:  
Hypothesis 5: the user’s cognitive, social and personal integrative and hedonic value perception 
strongly contributes to the user’s Participation Behaviour and leads to co-creating value. 
Hypothesis 6: the user’s cognitive, social and personal integrative and hedonic value perception 
strongly contributes to the user’s Citizenship Behaviour and leads to co-creating value. 
 
Environmental Factors
Cognitive value
Social integrative value
Personal integrative value 
Hedonic value
Participation 
Behaviour
Citizenship
 Behaviour
Value Co-creation Behaviour
Network Structure
Service Platform Capabilities
Roles
Social Influence
User’s Value Perception
H1
H2
H3
H4
H5
H6
Figure 1.               User value co-creation behaviour model.
 
4. CONCLUSION 
This study investigated the critical factors that influence user value co-creation behaviour and user 
engagement in the co-creation activities within the SOSNs. Using the literature, we hypothesised that 
environmental factors including the network structure, service platform’s capabilities, role and social 
influence, lead users to value co-creation behaviour through influencing their cognitive, social, personal 
and hedonic value perception. We conclude this paper by mentioning that practitioners need to be aware 
of environmental and cognitive influences on users to increase value co-creation behaviour and enhance 
the success of SOSNs. The current study will be further extended by testing the six identified hypothesis 
through an empirical investigation of user co-creation behaviour on SOSN platforms operating in 
practice. In particular, the role of social influences that affect user co-creation behaviour will be 
investigated in more depth qualitatively and by measuring the correlation between social influence and 
users’ co-creation behaviour. Further research could also be undertaken to extend our theoretical model 
for investigating other forms of correlations in co-creation behaviour and to also explore the influence 
tactics being used in co-creation platforms to urge users in co-creating value. 
We believe our study contributes to the field in a number of significant ways. Firstly, the model will 
provide a scale for validation of value co-creation behaviour based on the identified behavioural and 
cognitive characteristics. Secondly, the model can be used as a tool for the development of future 
business models and the design of future architectures of participation in different contexts. Most 
significantly, the proposed model will help practitioners to develop a better understanding of user 
behaviour to attract co-creators and foster co-creation behaviour through SOSNs. Theoretically, this 
paper provides evidence that environmental and cognitive factors are critical in users’ value co-creation 
behaviour. As such, this paper provides a better understanding of value co-creation of behaviour in the 
context of S-D logic and SOSNs. 
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